Serial No. 10/679,521 Docket No. 32850 

Remarks : 

Claims 1-2, 5-18, 20-24, 26-29, 31-39, 41-45, 47-53, and 55-56 remain for consideration in 
this application. No claims have been amended with this filing. 

In the Office Action dated September 8, 2006, it is noted with appreciation that the rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, have been withdrawn. However, the arguments made by 
the Applicants in the June 20, 2006 response have not been addressed by the Examiner, and the 
Applicants are, therefore, unable to plan an appropriate response. Rather, the Examiner has simply 
stated that these arguments "are not persuasive." It is respectfully requested that the Examiner 
provide some explanation so that the Applicants can prepare an appropriate response. 

Although the Examiner stated that the arguments filed on June 20, 2006, were "fully 
considered," it is unclear that this has occurred. For example, one of the amendments made in the 
June 20, 2006 response was to amend claims 1 6 and 48 to include the limitation of claim 19 because 
claim 19 was not rejected in light of U.S. Patent No. 6,670,425 to Puligadda et al. However, the 
Examiner has maintained rejections against amended claims 16 and 48 as being anticipated by the 
Puligadda et al. patent with no mention of the fact that the limitation of previously un-rejected (on 
the basis of the Puligadda et al. patent) claim 19 is now a limitation of these two claims. Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Puligadda et al. patent does not teach the claimed structure so these 
claims cannot be anticipated by Puligadda et al. Furthermore, there is no teaching or suggestion to 
make this modification. If the Examiner disagrees with this position, it is respectfully requested that 
the Examiner explain the basis for this disagreement as well as the change in position from the last 
office action. 
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The Applicants also request that the Examiner explain the basis for maintaining the 
obviousness rejection based upon U.S. Patent Nos. 6,316,165 to Pavelchek et al. and 3,776,729 to 
Levy et al. The Applicants amended the claims to recite a molecular weight of less than 1 ,000 g per 
mole of component, and the Examiner has not addressed that amendment in any way. Furthermore, 
in Paragraph (7)(a) of the Office Action, there is mention of a molecular weight of less than about 
5,000 g per mole when that is no longer a limitation of the relevant claims. The Applicants have 
amended the claims to recite a molecular weight of less than 1,000 g per mole of component and 
have argued for the patentability of this limitation over the art. It appears that consideration of this 
amendment and argument has not been given. 

In view of the foregoing, it is requested that the Examiner reconsider the amendments and 
arguments filed on June 20, 2006. The Applicants respectfully submit that the claims are patentable 
over the art for the reasons stated in that response. If the Examiner disagrees, an explanation would 
be greatly appreciated. 

Any additional fee which is due in connection with this amendment should be applied against 
Deposit Account No. 19-0522. 



Respectfully submitted, 




HOVEY WILLIAMS LLP 
2405 Grand Boulevard, Suite 400 
Kansas City, Missouri 64108 
816/474-9050 
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